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West's Key Number Digest, Judgesifi=m39, 40 


A.L.R. Library 


Disqualification of judge under 28 U.S.C.A. s 455(b)(4), providing for disqualification where judge has financial or other 
interest in proceeding, 163 A.L.R. Fed. 575 


The disqualification of trial judges is an aspect of the judicial system that is subject to reasonable legislative regulation, ! 
although such regulations are subject to constitutional requirements with respect to uniformity and impartiality of operation.” 
Most disputes over the disqualification of judges will thus be resolved without resort to the Constitution; that is, legislative 
or Judicial Codes of Conduct will generally be resorted to in resolving judicial disqualification questions.” Statutes governing 


disqualification of judges are meant to be self-enforcing.* 


Practice Tip: 


New statutory disqualification provisions will not be applied retroactively.” 
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The purpose of a judicial recusal statute requiring a judge to disqualify him- or herself when the judge's impartiality might 
reasonably be questioned is to promote public confidence in the integrity of the judicial process.° However, a disqualification 
statute is not intended as an instrument to secure delays or postponement of a trial,’ and should not be employed to produce 


inconvenience and absurdity. 
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